Globally there is a deal of interest in the concepts of employee engagement and employee performance (Ivan and Cary, 2009) . During the past twenty (20) years, scholars in the psychology field have been researching engagement (Catherine, Rick Krestin, Amanda and Emma, 2013) . However, it is only very recently that scholars in Human Resource Management have developed interest to the topic and this has led to the emergence of studies aimed at examining the implications of engagement (Catherine, Rick Krestin, Amanda and Emma, 2013) Further, Catherine, Rick Krestin, Amanda and Emma (2013) posit that studies aimed at analyzing engagement from labour process, critical management studies and collectivist standpoint have been developed (Jenkins and Delbridge, 2013) . These studies have challenged the unitary assumptions which underpinned much of the extant research on engagement, located engagement within the broader setting of ongoing debates within HRM and organizational studies literature concerning structure, agency and the employment relationship (Truss et al. 2013).
Introduction
Globally there is a deal of interest in the concepts of employee engagement and employee performance (Ivan and Cary, 2009 ). During the past twenty (20) years, scholars in the psychology field have been researching engagement (Catherine, Rick Krestin, Amanda and Emma, 2013). However, it is only very recently that scholars in Human Resource Management have developed interest to the topic and this has led to the emergence of studies aimed at examining the implications of engagement (Catherine, Rick Krestin, Amanda and Emma, 2013) Further, Catherine, Rick Krestin, Amanda and Emma (2013) posit that studies aimed at analyzing engagement from labour process, critical management studies and collectivist standpoint have been developed (Jenkins and Delbridge, 2013) . These studies have challenged the unitary assumptions which underpinned much of the extant research on engagement, located engagement within the broader setting of ongoing debates within HRM and organizational studies literature concerning structure, agency and the employment relationship (Truss et al. 2013) .
It is from the above background that a lot of articles in engagement on the part of HRM which have been written and published (Catherine, Rick Krestin, Amanda and Emma, 2013) covering the following topics: Human Resource strategy and how it link to engagement, implications of engagement within the context of human resources development, employee engagement and job design, leadership and engagement, engagement's cultural and psychological roots, engagement in the context of multinational corporations and employee engagement and collectivism (Catherine, Rick Krestin, Amanda and Emma, 2013).
However, whereas (Naval and Brij, 2015) explain that the social exchange and job characteristics theories depicts HR practices which result in a high level employee performance but very little has been Literature review Onesmus and Muathe (2016) and Balakrishnan and Dr. Masthan (2013) state that employees are the most valuable resource organizations should possess. Globally there has been an increase in talent war and therefore each organization are ensuring that they attract the best talented employees and retain them. Organizations can acquire most asset similar to what the competitor has but could not cope with the skill and talent of the competitor (Balakrishnan and Dr. Masthan, 2013). The situation is now reaching an alarming level as organizations are targeting the same pool of talented and experienced employees across the world. Therefore, as Pandita and Bedarkar (2014) note the toughest challenge Chief Executive Officers (CEO), Human Resources and other business leaders of many organizations face is to ensure that when employees report for work, they execute their job, physically, mentally and emotionally (Onesmus and Muathe, 2016). This means that organizations must ensure that they have an engaged workforce at all times who are willing to contribute positively towards achieving their organizational goals and in turn attain the set objectives. Priya and Dr. Krisnaveni (2012) observe that the term employee engagement has attracted much attention in the business world with intensive marketing by HR firms. Despite, most websites, research papers, books and conferences give evidence to the availability of literature on employee engagement, rigorous research is still required (Luthans and Peterson, 2002; Cartwright and Holmes, 2006, Joo and Maclean, 2006) . This gap has resulted in different interpretation of the term employee engagement by different scholars, consultants, and academic researchers. SABPP, Fact sheet, (2014) state that some of these definitions are conflicting each other. This lack of consensus in academic and consulting on the definition of employee engagement, on how to measure it, and how to develop programmes to improve it has led to lack of comparable benchmarking (SABPP, Fact sheet, 2014).
Employee enagement
Nitin, (2007); Abdul, Rizwan, Muhammad and Ali, (2014) and Onesmus and Muathe, (2016) state that Kahn (1990) the employee engagement guru defines employee engagement as "the harnessing of organizational members to their respective work roles in order to get engaged, employ and express themselves physically, cognitively, and emotionally in their role performances" The key message from this definition is that an employee should be present at work both physically and emotionally. Further, Mrs. Priya and Dr. Krishnaveni (2012) and Onesmus and Muathe, (2016) state that the only study that empirically tested Kahn's model, May et al (2004) found that there was a correlation between meaningfulness, safety and availability and engagement and also proved that psychological conditions affect employee engagement (See figure 1 below) . The study also revealed that: job enrichment and role fit were positive predictors of meaningfulness; rewarding co-worker and supportive supervisor relations were positive predictors of safety, however adherence to co-worker and supportive norms and self-consciousness were negative predictors (Kular et al, 2008) . Gallup (2005) in Ologbo C. Andrew and Saudah (2012) submitted that the more employees became engaged, the more they helped an organization to attract more talented people while disengaged employees would cost an organization such as lower productivity, higher absenteeism, recruitment and training cost. This was also observed by Bates (2004) who noted that half of the United States workforce who were disengaged costed the country's businesses a lot of productivity worth $300 billion annually.
Drivers of employee engagement
The Insights Group limited's white paper, (2014), posit that sense of feeling valued and being involved in decision making, the employer's concern for employee health and well-being are the biggest drivers for engagement. Rath and Harter (2010) in Anita (2014), emphasizes that workplace well-being drives employee engagement.
Maclead and Nita (2008) in their report to the UK government on the benefit of employee engagement and the potential benefits, revealed that visible empowering leadership, engaging managers, employee participation and integrity were key enablers of employee engagement. Similarly, Anita J. (2014) points out that effective leadership affects employee engagement Aon Hewitt model (as cited in Viktoria, 2014) , defined and examined the following engagement drivers which are divided into six categories: ISSN: 2520-310X Further, Anita (2014) (as cited in Viktoria, 2014) , defined the following factors as facilitating employee engagement:
1. Work environment -such environment provides support for employees to focus on the job and conducive interpersonal relationship. 2. Leadership -effective leadership that promote self-awareness, transparency and internalized morale standards (Walumba et al, 2008 in Anita, 2014). 3. Team and co-worker -supportive and trusting interpersonal relationship promotes employee engagement. 4. Training and Career development -helps the employees to focus on work dimension. 5. Compensation -employees are motivated to achieve more by compensation or remuneration. 6. Organization policies -the extent to which employees are engaged is influenced by organization policies and procedures, structures and systems.
Employee disengagement

Sandeep et al, 2008 (as cited in Bates 2004
and Richman 2006) stipulate that research has established that the levels of employee engagement are on the decline and that this has resulted in a deepening disengagement among employees today. This is confirmed in a study conducted by Gallup Organization based on a large sample of the UK workforce (Buckingham 2001) , which identified three discrete groups of employees namely; employees who are engaged, employees who are non-engaged and employees who are actively disengaged. The findings revealed that 63 per cent of sample are employees who are non-engaged. These employees were only engaged in doing what they were requested to do but were not bonded to the organization psychologically. Furthermore, such employees were instrumentally motivated; they could be tempted by other job offers from other organizations and attracted by financial incentives, but could be cynical about higher-order appeals to loyalty, 17 per cent of the sample, were engaged employees who are loyal, committed, productive and task-effective. On the other hand, 20 per cent of the sample, were employees who were actively disengaged employees, though they were physically present, but psychologically absent. These employees' demonstrated behaviours and attitudes that was negative, un co-operative and even hostile.
Sandeep et al (2008) , observes that the discussion on employee disengagement is often focused on the negative influence it has on the organization. Kahn (1990, p. 701) defined personal disengagement as the person's preferred self-concurrent withdrawal and defense in behaviors that resulting in lack of physical, cognitive and emotional connection.
Further, Sandeep et al (2008) suggests that disengaged employees are not enthusiastic; they do not want to spend extra effort and do not believe in team work. Therefore, these employees with reduced engagement level, lack curiosity about their organization as they are not even interested the role the play in the organization. They exhibit poor interpersonal relationship towards their colleagues and managers (Wellins and Concelman 2005).
Similarly, Branham (2005, p. 4) posit that disengaged workers negatively influence morale and revenues of the organization; they often cause trouble, complain, and have accidents. Such employees bad mouth the organization and do not speak and treat customers well as their negative behavior affects client satisfaction and organizations end up losing the clients (Vajda and SpiritHeart 2008).
Sandy (2016) state that the Gallup researchers noted that actively disengaged employees cost American companies an estimated $300 billion annually in the lost productivity. Disengaged employees usually actively express their unhappy feelings openly and their negative influence affect other team members and destroy achievements of engaged workmates (Gallup 2006). Disengaged employees are not connected to their job and are less efficient and less loyal to the organizations, they are also less not satisfied with their lives, and are worry more on job insecurity and experience stress more than their job than co-workers (Gallup 2001).
Reasons why people disengage and quit
Based on the findings of Kahn (1990, 
Negative influence of disengagement
Organizations should pay attention to employees who are disengaged, because they have great impact on their co-workers and their employer, just as employees who are engaged. Disengaged employees exhibit negative feelings and also experience health problems more often than engaged employees; they also transfer negative emotions to other employees hence influencing their behavior (Bakker and Branham (2005) , says that such employees tend to absent themselves, exhibit tardiness or signs of withdrawal from the job or increased negativity. This clearly shows that employee disengagement is real. Wilmar Schaufeli, (2013), observes that engagement waxes and wanes as a person moves through the working day, shifting from one task to another and being exposed to various kinds of events during the day (Sonnentag, Dormann and Demerouti, 2010). The affective shift model which is based on the assumption that both positive and negative affect have important functions for engagement and helps in understanding the engagement waxes and wanes.
The affective shift model
This Affective Shift Model proposes that a core mechanism underlying the emergence of high engagement is as a result of the shift from negative to positive affect. Negative affect has motivating potential, meaning that it signals that things are not going well and that action should be taken. Subsequent effort then releases this motivating potential of negative affect and a shift towards a positive affective state occurs. Engagement is most likely to result when this up-regulation of positive affect is accompanied by a simultaneous down regulation of negative affect. So it is the dynamic interplay of positive and negative affect at work that produces work engagement. Bledlow et al. (2011) followed a group of 55 German ICT professionals for two weeks and demonstrated that -as predicted by their ISSN: 2520-310X affective shift model -moving from negative events with negative mood to high-positive mood with high engagement. Although so far only one study has tested the affective shift model, the results are encouraging for explaining the dynamic nature of work engagement.
Discipline
Chris Vaden (2004), state that Discipline in an organization ensures productivity and efficiency. Further, discipline encourages harmony, co-operation among employees and boosts morale among for the employees. However, Fenley (1998) argues that management of workplace discipline remains a key problem in employee relations, and is one of the most discernible sources of conflict at work. Decenzo and Robbins (1999) define discipline as the organizational conditions in which employees align to organization's rules and standards of acceptable behavior. Redeker (1983) mention that discipline aims to create and maintain mutual respect and trust between management and the employees. He further notes that discipline could be a cost to the company in a long run if it is not well managed and these costs would include; lost time in preparing or attending court cases, legal costs, reduced productivity levels and increased expenses associated with replacing staff being disciplined. In order to determine the possible approaches in managing employee discipline at the workplace in order to enhance good corporate performance, Vonai, (2013) conducted a theoretical analysis of the types of disciplines that she felt could be incorporated by an organization without infringing on employee motivation and performance. The study concluded that most organizations and managers are under pressure from their superiors, competitors, customer care, and financial constraints and client demand, which results in taking disciplinary action on erring employees. Further, she notes that the way organizations handle disciplinary issues may have a bearing on employee behavior and attitude. She stresses that for any organization, employees are the first stake holders that should be given attention by management and treated like the best customer before attending to their customers' demands and meet other external requirements. Therefore, based on the punitive, corrective, revisionist and the metaphorical models of discipline, it was suggested that the disciplinary model management applies must not be disruptive to the employees' motivation and commitment See Chat 4.1 below). These views are supported by Fenley (1998) who stated that there are four models or theoretical approaches to discipline which are punitive, corrective, revisionist and metaphorical models. The analysis of different disciplinary approaches, pointed to the need for organizations to make discipline a corrective mechanism, and not a punishment tool.
Discussion
Affective shift model, employee discipline and employee engagement
It has already been noted above that the affective shift model proposes a core mechanism underlying the emergence of high engagement which is a shift from negative to positive affect. Negative affect has motivating potential, meaning that it signals that things are not going well and that action should be taken so that the positive affect is realized. Therefore, more effort is applied to shift negative affect towards a positive affective state to produce positive results.
Applying the Affective Shift model when dealing with disengaged employees who are not satisfied, not committed to the task, absent themselves at will, and have an intention to leave their organization (Saks 2006 , p. 615) or do not market their company as a place to work for to their friends and less often recommend the products or services produced or offered by their organization (Baumruk 2004 , p. 49), such employees are not innovative and are not willing to contribute or share any new ideas with coworkers (Krueger and Killham 2007). This therefore signals that things are not going well and that an action is needed. To address this, management in most public and private organizations resort to taking disciplinary measures against such employees with the view to improving productivity and efficiency levels of such employees. It is expected that after being disciplined, employees' behavior would shift from negative to positive affect.
Therefore, a review of the effect of the Punitive and Corrective Model in disciplining erring employee who are disengaged to determine whether disciplinary action would shift employee's negative behavior to positive affect as suggested by the Affective Shift Model is discussed below:
Application of discipline in line with the punitive model
First and foremost, applying the Punitive Model in disciplining erring employees considers management as being "hard" in that management is willing and able to exercise prerogatives with little interference from trade unions and without substantial regard to the law or outside agencies (Fenley (1998) . Fenley, 1998) observes that management uses punitive discipline to deter other employees from committing similar offences. Organizations and managers that apply this model, believe that employees are expected to obey rules because of fear of being punished which would ensue if they breached any of the rules or any clause of the disciplinary code. Fenley (1998) observes that the Punitive Model neglects the educational possibilities of a disciplinary policy in training employees to obey rules and as such adjudication by management is in most of the case prompt and final; dismissal take place without specific warning. Countervailing considerations such as effective union representation, legal, arbitrarily, and procedural rights would be marginal and of little consequence. The negative effect of this model is that it produces undesirable side effects in terms of worker resentment against the employer either through overt conflict or through other potential sources of disruption to work (Fenley, 1998) . This may breed unnecessary tension in various units of an organization with employees spending more of their time focusing on non-productive issues. Therefore, the application of discipline in line with the punitive model does not show that a disengaged employee shifts from negative to positive in order to become an engaged employee as suggested by the Affective Shift Model. Instead, the employee becomes more disengaged as he or she serves suspension or accepts his or her dismissal from employment on disciplinary grounds. This is contrary to the general view held by Anita, 2014, who states that the extent to which employees are engaged is influenced by organization policies and procedures, structures and systems.
Application of discipline in line with the corrective model
On the other hand, applying the Corrective Model in disciplining erring employees foster selfdiscipline, action on the employer's part is designed to correct the individual rather than punish or instill fear. This model requires that Management communicates rules to all employees and that employees should accept rules and penalties which are designed to be applied fairly and consistently. The Code of Conduct and employment disciplinary code are used to create awareness among employees about certain behaviors which would lead to misconduct. Except in cases of gross misconduct, dismissals do not take place unless an employee is accorded an opportunity to modify his or her behavior. Therefore, adequate times are given as an opportunity for the employee to improve before a dismissal takes place, and lesser penalties for initial infractions (Fenley, 1998). The principles of "natural justice" are strictly observed and as such accused persons are accorded an opportunity to be heard, the right to be accompanied with a representative, the right of appeal, to question the facts as presented and the right to present a defense (Fenley, 1998) . Therefore, the corrective model aims to establish whether rules or orders are reasonably related to the efficient and safe operation of company business. Further, management examines the degree of rule infraction, the employee's intent, his or her knowledge of the rule or standard, whether or not he or she made an honest mistake, and the personal impact of disciplinary action. Management also considers the employee's past service, his or her work and disciplinary record and psychological state. Since this model is based on the assumption that employees are willing to abide by well-established and equitable standards of behavior, application of discipline in line with the corrective model does shift the disengaged employee to become an engaged employee as suggested by the Affective Shift Model. This is supported by the general view held by Anita, 2014, that the extent to which employees are engaged is influenced by organization policies and procedures, structures and systems.
A review of the Disciplinary Code at Mopani Copper Mines Plc-Zambia revealed that both Corrective and Punitive Models are applied in administering discipline to erring employees (See Table  5 .1 below).
The table shows that Category 1 offences most often are in line with the Corrective Model and Categories 2 and 3 offences most often are in line with the Punitive Model in that erring employees are placed on Severe Warning or Final Warning with suspension or summarily dismissed for committing Category 2 offences or are just summarily dismissed for committing Category 3 offences. However, a ISSN: 2520-310X strange pattern depicted by Table 5 .1 is that very few cases are considered under the Corrective Model and majority of the cases fall under Punitive Model.
Although a disciplinary code must be both just and uniformly administered to ensure that all individuals are treated in a fair and consistent manner, very little or nothing has been said on how the application of discipline either under punitive or corrective model at workplaces, result in enhancing employee engagement. Note that it is NOT mandatory to progress an employee through each step automatically. For example, an employee who is on a clean record or Severe Warning may, if the gravity of the offence warrants it be progressed to Final warning or Summary Dismissal
Source: MCM disciplinary code and grievance procedure for staff (2016).
Concluding remarks
It has been learnt that engaged-employees work with passion and feel a profound connection to their organization. These employees drive innovation and move the organization forward. On the other hand, Disengaged-employees are unhappy at work, absent themselves and exhibit negative behavior towards supervisors, co-workers and customers. Therefore, abased on the affective shift model, the behavior exhibited by the disengaged employees need to be corrected in order to shift such behavior from negative to positive affect. This correction is done through disciplinary action taken against such employees by managers. However, it has been noted that organizations that follow Punitive Model in disciplining erring employees (disengaged employees), produce more disengaged employees. On other hand, organizations that confine to Corrective Model as a way of disciplining erring employees (disengaged employees), produces engaged employees.
Close review of literature, show that a gap exists in the current role of HR practitioners who do not take an active role in helping employees disciplined through punitive model to be re-engaged on time after being disciplined.
Therefore, it is suggested that Human Resource Department should develop an Engagement Plan targeting employees disciplined through the punitive model with the view of helping them to quickly adjust, become productive and active, take part in decision making and become committed in the realization of the organizational strategic objectives.
Further, the author recommend that a detailed comparative study targeting both private and public organizations be conducted to assess the effect of discipline in enhancing employee engagement or employee disengagement and also that an exploratory study be conducted to determine the effect of progressive discipline on employee engagement or employee disengagement in organizations.
